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Abstract: With the growing complexity of design projects, framing is expanding in
scope. We question how to describe and analyse the varied elements contributing to
framing and aim at better understanding the complexity of framing design projects
through activity awareness. Activity theory was mobilized as a Research through
Design framework in a team of students to find answers to the question. First, the team
mapped and reflected upon their project’s process over fifteen weeks. They then
participated in the analysis of the collected data highlighting the contextual tensions
of their experience. Their interpretation unveils the tensions emerging between the
project’s central and peripheral activity systems. They presented how the project
framing is developed, which activity systems are solicited, and to what extent they are
considered. Finally, a tentative approach to organising the framing phases according
to central and peripheral systems is presented to produce an orderly translation of a
project’s complexity.
Keywords: framing; complexity; activity theory; research through design

1. Introduction
This paper relates to framing and designing while it values contextual tensions as a means
for understanding complexity and the establishment of order to make sense of entangled
design situations. It shares an ongoing research project that seeks to find ways to facilitate
data collection and data interpretation of Research through Design case studies by using
Activity theory (AT). As part of a larger research program exploring the use, understanding,
and value of AT for framing and enriching the design process, we propose to focus on the
study of tensions during a collaborative design project of two final year design students to
better understand the interplay between the components of AT and the development of the
design project. In line with AT, we consider project tensions as beneficial for framing and
developing the design project at hand. Central to this paper, we ask whether by mobilising
AT, researchers can better understand the framing process of an ill-structured design
project.
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This paper is divided into six sections. We start by presenting the conceptual framework of
the research project with a brief introduction on framing and the theoretical framework of
AT as well as its potential for design research (Section 2). We then continue by describing a
fifteen-week design project as our research context and explain the data collection, analysis,
and participation approach that we deployed based on AT (Section 3). Results depict
contextual tensions of the project by identifying two types of activity systems (central and
peripheral; Section 4). In Section 5, the project tensions that emerged from the data analysis
are shared and detailed. The paper ends with a discussion on some of the benefits that were
noted for the participating students in their efforts of making sense of their project’s
complexity (Section 6).

2. Framing in relation to activity theory
As a premise to the project shared in this paper, we underline the authors’ primary intention
in regard to the exploration of the relation between the use of theory and the practice of
design. Research through Design (RtD) favours the dual role of the designer-researcher in
the design and research project in which designer-researchers act both as the creator and
the investigator. In this role, designer-researchers are in a privileged position where
designing is accompanied by a deeper understanding of the project’s elements, interactions,
and tensions within the design process. It is agreed that the interplay between Research
through Design and Design through Research is beneficial for both research and project
(Jonas, 2006; Findeli et al., 2008; Zimmerman et al., 2010; Zahedi, 2011). Furthermore,
Godin & Zahedi (2014) state that RtD “is an approach to scientific inquiry that takes
advantage of the unique insights gained through design practice to provide a better
understanding of complex and future-oriented issues in the design field”.
With the intention of better understanding the framing process, this section presents the
underlying basis that supports the designer-researchers’ awareness of activity complexity
and the understanding of a design project as a multi-leveled activity system: framing in illstructured projects and activity theory.

2.1 Framing
The concept of framing was disseminated mainly through Schön’s research on project
development, which was based on the previous work of Goffman (1974). According to Schön
(1983), framing activity enables sensemaking based on the previous experiences of the
practitioner.
Some authors also explain frames as “sets of assumptions” (Hey et al., 2007, p.81) or as “one
way of conceptualizing the necessity […] of imposing order on complex, uncertain, unstable
situations” (McDonnell, 2018, p. 75). For Kolko (2010), “a frame is an active perspective that
both describes and perceptually changes a given situation”. The framing process is therefore
influenced both by the situation at hand and by the background(s) of the individual(s) trying
to handle the project. Valkenburg (2000) proposed a visual model composed of a series of
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actions (naming, framing, moving, and reflecting), which contributes to the understanding of
the framing process of a design project. According to her research, a frame emerges after
naming potential elements of the project. A frame can also be reviewed or reworked
through cycles of reframing which translates various iterations of moving and reflecting
(Zahedi & Heaton, 2017). Framing allows to create order from an unstable, complex, and illstructured situation (McDonnell, 2018; Zahedi & Heaton, 2017). Still, some authors
underline that “studying frames and their evolution is a challenge” due to the distinctive
nature of frames (Hey et al., 2007). We propose to use activity theory, which is described
next, as an attempt to contribute to the study of framing through sensemaking.

2.2 Activity theory
Activity theory proposes a structure to gain a systemic perspective on intricate situations. It
is a framework that emerged from the contributions of researchers from many disciplines
interested in the study of human activity (Engeström, 1987; Nardi, 1996; Igira & Gregory,
2009; Sannino & Ellis, 2014). According to Nardi (1996), AT is a good means to study
professional practice as it follows an object-focused mindset in the sense of a goal, a motive,
or a result allowing coherence and focus to orient choices and actions. Moreover, AT
maintains strong links with practice to ensure pertinent research impact. Design being
inherently a social discipline (Bucciarelli, 1998), we consider the use of AT to study the
design process promising (Zahedi et al., 2017; Zahedi & Tessier, 2018; Tessier & Zahedi,
2021).
The AT research approach is based, among other things, on the production of activity
models as the main unit of analysis. The three main components of an activity are situated
at the top of the triangle (as presented in the model C of Figure 1):
• The ‘subject’ is the person(s) involved in the activity.
• The ‘object’ motivates the efforts of the subject in the activity system.
• The ‘tools’ mediate the relation between the subject and the object,
underlining the complexity of their relation.
To offer a systemic interpretation of collective situations, three social mediators are also
considered at the base of the model:
• The ‘rules’ translate the conditions, norms, laws, and other constraints that
pertain to the activity.
• The ‘community’ identifies the actors involved in the system.
• The ‘division of labor’ explains how tasks and work are distributed in the
activity.
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of a network of activity systems.

The model – understood as a system – highlights the mediating relations between the
components of an activity. The theory also insists on the ‘tensions’ that emerge from the
interactions between the model’s components. Tensions contribute to the development of a
system, as they make visible some taken-for-granted aspects of a situation and guide
reflections on its potential improvement (Engeström, 1999).
As presented by Engeström (1999), an activity system is often in relation to or interacting
with the components of other activity systems. Such an interpretation acknowledges the
complexity of internal and external dynamics of a situation towards a coherent
understanding. Figure 1 shows different activity systems where the two lower activity
systems are in interaction with a shared object, leading to the emergence of a third activity
system (at the top). Such networks can be created to depict the complexity of current
challenges and situations and to better translate the perspectives of multiple actors.
The theory adopts an empirically based or bottom-up approach that values the implication
of the system’s actors in its active analysis and the search for potential constructive
transformations. From this point of view, AT is particularly interesting for design and has
been investigated by other design researchers (For example, Maffei & Sangiorgi, 2003; Gay
& Hembrooke, 2004; Cash et al., 2015; Miettinen & Paavola, 2018; Calvo, 2019). AT is a rich
avenue to explore in relation to design research as it builds on a multi-voiced perspective
that advocates for the social nature of design practice (Bucciarelli, 1988). It also understands
activities as processes that develop over time and under the influence of other systems. The
authors of this paper argued that AT can be used as an ontology for design since it focuses
on the complexity of being and interacting. The framework was judged to “meaningfully
report the fundamental characteristics of a multidisciplinary team’s journey to framing,
proposing ideas and decision-making in a design project” (Zahedi & Tessier, 2018, p331).
This insight will be investigated further based on the data collected from our research design
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and related methodology as described in the next section. In relation to framing, we wish to
explore a theoretically based approach that can translate the complexity of developing a
design project. To do so, we focus on identifying and understanding how and to which
extent external components or actors can influence a project framing process.

3. Research design and methodology
To adopt an exploratory stance on the study of framing and activity theory, a case study was
initiated. Two fourth-year industrial design Bachelor students accepted to participate in the
study. They were asked to monitor their collaborative progress along with the completion of
their graduation project. Their design project was carried out during the winter semester of
2021 over fifteen weeks. Although they did not receive a design brief prior to the project, its
theme was centered on interaction design of an interface. The design project selected and
analysed for this paper is appropriate for this research since it did not include a defined
design brief and had to be framed by the student team. The student team was composed of
three members (one of which did not participate in the research), guided by a project
mentor and assisted by an external jury. Typically, a project mentor meets students at least
once a week, while the external jury contributes to mid- and final presentations (more
details on the specifics of the project are shared in section 4.1).
Prior to the research activities, the participating students were introduced to the main
principles of RtD and activity theory. As part of the data collection, the students were asked
to follow a RtD approach by reflecting on their weekly process and by filling a template
based on the AT model (the template was published as part of a previous case study in
Tessier & Zahedi, 2021). At the end of every week, the student team met to review their
week’s activities and challenges based on their individual notes about their everyday actions
and reflections. A total of fifteen AT models were produced by the participating students
with short descriptive notes.
Following the data collection, the two students and a research team composed of three
professors and two master’s students proceeded to analyse the data. The research team was
involved in the analysis process in order to provide support to the students and to offer an
external perspective. First, an exploratory overview of the first few weeks was realised by
dividing the research team into two groups (one student from the case study, one or two
professor(s), and one master’s student). Then, building on these preliminary reflections, a
second, more thorough, analysis was completed by the professors and the master’s
students. All potential activity systems were listed, and the data was reviewed
chronologically. The data was coded according to the listed activity systems that were
mobilised every week. All neighbouring systems are treated as ‘peripheral systems’ for the
remaining of the paper. These systems were identified by reviewing the weekly data and
naming influential events, interactions, or subjects that sought to contribute to the
development of the project activity system. During the case study, the two students were
also asked to produce their own analysis to allow for further reflection on their design
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process. They proceeded by distinguishing the project activity system from the process
activity system. Particular attention was given to the development of the project framing as
a system and the relation of the project activity system to neighbouring systems. Both
analyses were used to inform the research and produce the interpreted results that follow.

4. Results
Inspired by Sturkenboom et al. (2019), the analysis of the fifteen datasheets resulted in a
total of eleven activity systems that emerged from the data. Each activity system is
described below where we make a distinction between the design project as a central
activity system (Section 4.1) and the other ten activity systems as peripheral (Section 4.2).
Furthermore, tensions and relations in and between the central and peripheral activity
systems are described in order to dress a coherent picture of the dynamics of the project’s
development (Section 4.3).

4.1 The design project as a central activity system
The design project (DP) is the central activity system through which the project was initiated
and developed into a digital learning platform interface. The initial activity system was based
on the generic structure of the University's Bachelor graduation projects as described in
Section 3. A team of three fourth-year Industrial Design students formed the ‘subject’ of this
activity system (see Figure 2) with the objective to complete their Industrial Design
undergraduate program through framing and carrying out an interaction design project
(‘object’ of the DP activity system), using and adding to the repertoire of design methods
and tools they learned through a four-year Industrial Design program (‘Tools’ of the DP
activity system). The DP activity system furthermore consisted of a project mentor (part of
the ‘community’ of the DP activity system), a course syllabus including the project
timeframe, workdays, presentation, evaluation criteria, milestones, and a set of deliverables
(all ‘rules’ of the DP activity system), and standard agreements on tasks and responsibilities
(‘division of labour’ of the DP activity system).
Considered as an initial design frame, the object of the DP activity system was framed and
reframed several times during the project until a level of order was reached in week ten.
From this week onwards the DP activity system was further detailed towards a final project
outcome (weeks eleven to fifteen). As such, the last status of the DP activity system displays
two out of three design students as the main actors who took responsibility for the
produced results (change in the ‘subject’ of the DP activity system). Furthermore, the
graduation objective was fulfilled by the design of a digital learning platform (detailing of the
‘object’ of the DP activity system and leading to the outcome) based on a repertoire of
human-centred design methods and related tools (Among others: interviews, personas, user
scenarios, user tests), all for the development and detailing of the ‘tools’ of the DP activity
system. The infrastructure of the DP activity system developed as well: The ‘community’
component was elaborated by involving students and teachers through interviews and
probing the intermediate project outcomes to design experts. The following ‘rules’ were
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added as design criteria to the DP activity system. Thus ‘rules’ contributed to enhancing
focus, interaction, and gamification. Finally, the ‘division of labour’ component of the activity
system was developed and detailed by the close collaboration of the two students and
delegation of some tasks to the third teammate. The transition from the initial DP frame as
an activity system to the latest version is summarised in Figure 2. In the following section,
we describe the role of framing in relation to the ten peripheral activity systems.

Figure 2. The central activity system describing the design project. Design Project elements (as
components of AT) are in grey and italic. Digital Learning Platform elements (as components
of AT) are in black.

4.2 The peripheral activity systems of the design project
Data analysis brought us to see the emergence of peripheral activity systems that supported
the design project (as a central activity system). Ten peripheral activity systems, with
different impacts, were identified as emerging frames contributing to the project. However,
all the peripheral activity systems shaped the contextual tensions during the fifteen weeks
and contributed to the design project with the digital learning platform as an outcome. All
peripheral activity systems are summarised in order of emergence and briefly described in
Table 1.
Table 1. Overview of the ten peripheral activity systems
Activity system

Description

Distant collaboration (DC)

The broader kind of distant collaboration (dynamics and tools
such as digital collaboration platforms). While this activity
system was initially considered for the design project
collaboration in the COVID-19 pandemic, it soon became an
important activity system for the project framing.

Student (S)

The primary target group to be designed for.
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Activity system

Description

Design Expert (DE)

External design professionals who critiqued the project.

Home (H)

The offline context to be designed for as considered by the
students in their project.

Working (W)

The initial project context that was considered by the
students as an objective for their project.

Learning (L)

The broader concept of learning (such as defining learning,
learning theories, and methods).

Teacher (T)

The secondary target group to be designed for.

School of Design (SD)

The school of design where the students were studying and
performing their graduation project.

Digital Learning (DL)

The broader kind of digital learning. The students
benchmarked existing digital learning platforms to get a
better sense of this market.

Information Technology
(IT)

Possibilities of software considered in relation to digital
learning.

4.3 Tensions and relations in and between the activity systems
An in-depth analysis of the central and the peripheral activity systems data and their relation
to each other highlights two main insights about the development of the project. The first
insight regards the complexity of the project framing (Section 4.3.1). The second insight
regards the influence of the peripheral activity systems on the development and refinement
of the project frame. These two insights unveil the contextual, interconnected, and evolutive
tensions that drive the development of the project (Section 4.3.2).
4.3.1 Project framing
Analysis of project frames is an established approach for getting a grip on the unfolding of a
project (Valkenburg & Dorst, 1998). The weekly AT datasheets filled by the participating
students revealed important stages of framing and reframing during the project
development. Focusing on this aspect, we identified three main frames, each with a
different focus, importance, and duration. Divided into two parts, Table 2 summarises a
temporal overview of the project framing and criteria development, in relation to activity
awareness and activity system consideration (Table 3). The frame development of the
project starts with an undefined frame (F0), which is explained by the intention to graduate
based on a specific type of design project. F0 is followed by three consequent frames: F1 –
Facilitating working from home; F2 – Facilitating online language learning; and finally F3 – A
digital learning platform.
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Table 2. Temporal overview of the project framing
Week
Frame / Design
Criteria

Total

1

F0: Blank

3

F0

F1: Facilitating
working from
home

5

F2: Facilitating
online language
learning

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

F0
F1

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

F3

F3

F3

F3

F3

F0
F1 F1 F1

F1

3

F2

F2

C1: Addressing
Zoom fatigue

4

C1 C1 C1

C2:
Multitasking

2

C2 C2

C3: Engaging

1

C3

F3: Digital
learning
platform

6

F3

C4: Creating
and managing
classes

1

C4 C4 C4 C4

C4 C4

C5: Synchrone

1

C5 C5 C5 C5

C5 C5

C6: Interactive

1

C6 C6 C6 C6

C6 C6

F2

C1

The first and last frames show a significantly longer fixation compared to the intermediate
frames (5 and 6 weeks for F1 and F3 as compared to 3 weeks for F2). The intermediate or
second frame (F2) partly overlaps the first frame from week 6 onwards where the first
criteria for design starts to emerge. The last frame emerges in week 10, one week after the
mid-term presentation that is of particular importance for the team, and which results in a
significant development for the project framing. The breakthrough achieved through an
intensive reflection on the learnings of the two earlier frames and their combination in
weeks 6 and 7 initiated the emergence of the remaining design criteria along with the last
frame.
The design criteria form the continuity of the frames. As a matter of fact, the combination of
the six design criteria (C1 to C6) allowed the students to shape the last frame (F3) that was
sustained from weeks 10 to 15.
Table 3 shows when the peripheral systems were solicited during the project timeline. First
of all, we see the recurrence of distant collaboration that forms the overall approach of the
project and the influence of design experts (DE) throughout the project. Design experts (DE)
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were revealed to have considerable influence on the project framing because of their
knowledge on the subject but were solicited sporadically during the project (Weeks 4, 5, 9,
10, 11, and 15). The other peripheral activity systems that were considered consistently
throughout the project are the students (S) and the teachers (T). In relation to the complex
framing process and regarding the project stakeholders, these activity systems are most
engaged in an effort to follow a human-centred approach. Through this process, the
students report negative feelings about the considerable reframing of their project. They
interpreted their reframing process as a loss of time and effort. As we will explore in the
next section, frame creation is supported by various peripheral activity systems. These also
build up gradually or are left out definitively. However, they should all be considered as
having a significant impact on the final complex structure of the project, as we will see next.
Table 3. Temporal overview of the project activity systems
Activity
System

Total 1

Distant
10
Collaboration
(DC)

2

3

DC DC DC

4

5

DC

6

7

8

DC

Student (S)

5

S

Design
Expert (DE)

6

Home (H)

2

H

H

Working (W)

3

W

W

Learning (L)

2

Teacher (T)

5

School of
Design (SD)

1

Digital
Learning (DL)

1

Information
Technology
(IT)

3

9

10

12 13

DC DC DC

S
DE

11

S

DE

DE

DE

14

15

DC DC

S

S

DE

DE

W

L

L
T

T

T

T

IT

IT

T

SD
DL
IT

4.3.2 The influence of peripheral activity systems on the project
To further analyse the influence of the peripheral activity systems on the project framing, a
visualisation was created regarding the complex construction of the main activity system
and its relation to neighbouring peripheral systems (Figure 3). The visualisation of the
framing phases reveals that three main frames were identified in the project analysis.
Moreover, these three frames each have a distinct focus. The first frame focuses on the
people involved in the project and design activity (i.e., the ‘who’ of the activity system -
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students, teachers, design experts, etc.). The second frame is centred on the organisational
components involved in the project or the ‘what’ of the activity system (School of design,
digital learning, etc.). The last frame is concerned about the ‘how’ of the activity system,
referring to the approach that guides the project: information technology, in this case.
Figure 3’s visualisation also translates how the initial frames explore a quantity of
subsystems as the subject of the main activity system (students) tackle the fuzzy-front end of
their design proposition. As the project develops, subsequent frames are less busy and tend
to focus on the object and outcome of the project.

Figure 3. Framing phases of the main activity system (DP) and its distinct focus

The framing phases reveal the broad exploration of the project. Most attention is given to
distant collaboration (DC) in combination with students (S) and teachers (T) with the
intention to facilitate their activities and interactions (see the proximity of distant
collaboration (DC) to the design project (DP) activity system).
A deeper analysis, using Table 2 and Table 3, shows that the project is framed based on the
students’ own experience. The student team had to collaborate from distance and,
consequently, considered the distant collaboration (DC) peripheral activity system first (see
the Distant Collaboration in Table 3, week 1). The student (S) activity system is the first next
consideration followed by the design expert (DE), home (H), and work (W) in the first frame
(weeks 2-5). Learning (L), teacher (T), digital learning (DL), and the school of design (SD)
come in the second frame (weeks 6-9). Information technology (IT) enters only in the last
frame (weeks 11-13). This order and consideration of activity systems indicate the human-
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centered design approach of the design project (DP). People (students and teachers) are
considered earlier and more as compared to information technology (IT), for example.
Furthermore, although the outcome of the project is a digital learning platform, the design is
not contributing much to learning but rather to the facilitation. The learning activity system
(L) is significantly less considered compared to distant collaboration (DC) for example. The
same holds for home (H) and school (SD) as activity systems representing the environmental
contexts of the project.

5. Findings
Our analysis resulted in three main findings as potential contributions of AT to design
framing. The first finding is that AT affords the analysis of the framing process in a design
project over time while unveiling its complexity. Considering a design project as an activity
system allowed us to distinguish two levels of complexity in the design project. First, by
embracing the systemic nature of our analysis framework, we identified a significant number
of peripheral systems solicited to bring structure into the project. Second, we were able to
appreciate how deep and for how long these peripheral systems were considered by the
students (their proximity to the central project system). For example, as it was noted earlier,
some peripheral systems have a continuous impact, while others are temporary.
Distinguishing these two interpretation levels, we understand the value of each perspective
and their interdependence to allow for a deeper analysis of design projects framing, which
brings us to the second finding.
The second finding regards the potential of AT to make sense and unveil multiple activity
systems that are considered as part of a framing network. An overview of these peripheral
activity systems exposes the global system, the multileveled character of the design project,
and its boundaries. An overview of the activity systems considered also says something
about the activity systems missing, or not considered on purpose, hence the practical
intention of a design project. The analysis shared in the paper shows how the framing of a
project builds up over time through the exploration of problem and solution spaces (Dorst &
Cross, 2001), engaging with different activity systems. Project framing should be treated
dynamically in relation to the emergence of project systems. In that sense, design seems to
benefit from complexity and tensions when a more stable project framing is achieved.
Finally, AT allows for a deep understanding of design activities and in particular the activity
awareness of systemic designer-researchers, as suggested by Sturkenboom et al. (2019). An
analysis of activity systems and their relation unveils what the students pay attention to,
how much, and for how long. The number of peripheral activity systems indicates the
complexity and systemic depth of the design project. It is interesting to see when activity
systems appear, disappear, build up, and influence the framing of the project. Some activity
systems are temporally looked at and later dropped; some are more solicited. Capturing the
design project intentions in practice can support designers to get more grip over their design
project and become more confident about their design activity. Not only can such an
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analysis function as a reflection-on-action enabling students to better understand and
motivate their project and design activities and abilities (Schön, 1983), it also stimulates
them to practice what they preach.

6. Discussion and conclusion
We started this paper by motivating the potential of AT to understand a project framing
process and asking whether AT is a good fit for making sense of project frames. This question
was explored with an instrumental case study using a design project that started without a
defined design brief, ending with a design solution. Working in a design team, two students
collected and co-analysed data regarding their design activities based on an AT reflection
template. Three main overviews were created based on AT. First, we detailed the activity
system of the project itself, transitioning from a generic design graduation project activity
system (the design project; DP) to a specific design outcome activity system (the distant
learning platform; DLP). Second, we performed a deeper analysis on this transition where
we found ten other activity systems contributing to the project framing and project criteria
during the 15 weeks, leading to the development of the project and the outcome. Finally, we
analysed the tensions and relations within and in between these activity systems.
Understanding how designers move across a framing process and reflect on such practice is
beneficial for the students to further develop as professionals and for the development of
design theory and education in general. In this paper, the use of activity theory as a
framework allowed to create order in the various dimensions of a design project framing
process. As the emerging frames of a project are inherently contextual, this type of analysis
can reveal a lot about a team’s journey in their project’s ill-defined problem space: it sheds
light on their collective sensemaking process. Moreover, the students’ Research through
Design perspective allows for direct and in situ input from the designers-researchers
themselves, which is highly valuable to understand how a team develops its frames and
ideas, shares its resources, manages time, structures objectives, and tackles tensions during
a design project.
The case study shared in this paper offers stimulating paths for future research. The framing
phases of the peripheral systems are considered as tools that deserve to be developed – as it
seems to create a clear and organised image of a project’s complex framing network. The
monitoring and analysis of other design projects, conducted by students or professionals,
will allow the development of the tools and insights shared in this paper: among other
things, the generation and use of networks of activity systems, the establishment of order
between the elements of the framing process, and the understanding of the various levels of
the solicited systems.
The RtD data collection process was revealed to raise their awareness about the students’
actions and interactions related to their design project. Although they are novices to design
research, they were able to build their analytical perspective from the data they collected.
As we have been discussing, the complexity of their project was a vast horizon to tackle, but
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they managed to distinguish components from two interdependent activity systems (the
process and the project), allowing them to organise their complex framing process in some
comprehensible sub-systems.
In the end, this exploratory research process supported the rationalisation of the student’s
intuitions. As they progressed in the project, they took decisions and made choices based on
their repertoire of actions. But, the reflective process induced in their project allowed them
to further understand their design activity and project dynamics and discuss the challenges
they faced. With this work, we aimed to reaffirm project activity awareness as an important
factor to study project framing. Combined with a Research through Design approach, activity
theory depicted the design complexity of this team’s journey throughout the project.
Acknowledgements: We wish to thank Catherine and Beatrice for their involvement and
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